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a 13-page Arctic strategy. That is it—13
pages. That is what the United States
of America has—the greatest military
force in the world right now—as this is
happening. We have this.

I want to talk about credibility. This
is not credible. This is not credible.
Worse—much worse—the Department
of Defense is thinking about removing
one or maybe two brigade combat
teams from America’s Arctic.

Let me repeat that. As the Russians
are building up everywhere, we are
looking at possibly removing the BCTs
right here—these two blue dots—one or
two, gone. That is not credible. These
are the only U.S. soldiers in the Arctic.
They are Arctic-tough soldiers, cold-
weather trained. This is the only Arc-
tic airborne brigade in the TUnited
States. This is the only airborne bri-
gade in the entire Asia-Pacific, right
here, Fort Richardson, Alaska. These
soldiers, thousands of them, are capa-
ble, well-trained, tough U.S. soldiers,
and they are the only ones capable of
protecting our country’s interests in
the Arctic, as that part of the world be-
comes more and more an area that
Russia becomes interested in.

So we have this, 13 pages. We have
announced we are seriously contem-
plating removing these forces from the
Arctic. Let me just say, Vladimir
Putin must surely be smiling some-
where in Moscow as he makes these
moves and he hears that the Depart-
ment of Defense is thinking about re-
moving our only Arctic forces out of
the Arctic. This is not credible.

We are not only showing a lack of
credibility, removing Army troops
from the Arctic, removing them from
Alaska, will show the world weakness.
As President Reagan noted, weakness
is provocative. We can be assured of
that.

This strategy defies logic. Impor-
tantly, it also defies the direction of
the U.S. Senate and the NDAA, which
we just passed by large bipartisan num-
bers. As I mentioned at the outset, the
bill we just passed states that the De-
partment of Defense should increase
troops in the Asia-Pacific region—in-
crease troops—under the command of
the PACOM commander, which in-
cludes these troops right here.

Fortunately, as I said, there are also
provisions in the NDAA to start mak-
ing sure our country wakes up to the
security interests we have in the Arc-
tic. The bill we just passed on the floor
provides an important first step toward
ensuring that the Arctic remains a
peaceful, stable, and prosperous place.

The NDAA requires our military to
lay out a specific strategy—not just 13
pages—in the Arctic region that pro-
tects our interests there. It requires
the Secretary of Defense to update the
Congress on the U.S. military strategy
in the Arctic region, and, importantly,
requires a military operations plan for
the protection of our security interests
in this important region of the world.

The Department of Defense, the U.S.
Army, should not even contemplate
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moving one single soldier out of Amer-
ica’s Arctic until all of this has been
completed, and they should look hard
at this bill—that we hope the President
will not veto—with regard to the direc-
tion of the Congress on the importance
of increasing U.S. military forces in
the Asia-Pacific to add credibility to
our rebalanced strategy. That means
keeping appropriate troop levels in ap-
propriate places—like the Asia-Pacific,
like the Arctic, and like Alaska—as re-
quired by the bill that we just passed
by an overwhelming majority.

Alaska is the northern anchor of the
Pacific rebalance. It is the gateway to
the Arctic. It is what makes America
an Arctic nation. It is our only Arctic
State, and it probably is the single
greatest repository of untapped energy
resources that will power our Nation’s
future. That is why, in the words of
Gen. Billy Mitchell—the father of the
U.S. Air Force—it is the most strategic
place in the world.

We need a strong rebalanced strategy
that is credible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

TRAGEDY IN CHARLESTON

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, let me
say, before turning to the topic at
hand, those of us from Connecticut—es-
pecially those of us in and around
Sandy Hook, CT—our hearts go out to
the community in Charleston. The
grief and tragedy they are working and
sifting through today is hard for any-
one to imagine. All I can say is I hope
they will find, as we did in Newtown,
CT, that an internal strength over time
comes from unlikely spots; that friends
arrive from far-off places; that there is
a community that is much bigger than
one church or one city that is going to
wrap its arms around families and
friends of the victims during this ter-
rible time.

———

KING V. BURWELL DECISION

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I was
so glad to see Senator STABENOW down
on the floor a week ago talking about
a pretty simple issue, which is the tax
increase that is going to occur to 6.4
million Americans if the Supreme
Court rules this week, next week, for
the plaintiffs in the case of King v.
Burwell. We wanted to come down to
the floor and accentuate this message
so people all around this country know
what is at stake.

What is at stake is 6.5 million people
losing their health insurance. That
maybe gets the headlines. But the way
in which people get affordable health
insurance under the Affordable Care
Act is by tax credits. So the immediate
effect of a reversal of subsidies for Fed-
eral exchange States is that 6.5 million
Americans are going to have their
taxes dramatically increased by thou-
sands of dollars if this body refuses to
act in the face of a Supreme Court find-
ing for the plaintiffs.
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So we wanted to come down to the
floor just to talk a little bit about
what the stakes are for people’s tax
bills and how this is going to be a gut
punch for millions of American fami-
lies if the Supreme Court rules the way
we hope they don’t.

I think it is, first of all, important to
say at the outset that most of us who
have followed the Affordable Care Act
and its legal interpretation think this
is a sham of a case. This is a political
attack on the Affordable Care Act
masked as a legal case.

There is absolutely no question that
the Affordable Care Act is built in a
way to deliver subsidies to both State
exchanges and Federal exchanges. I
will not go into all the details as to
why that is the clear case. But though
we are talking about what might hap-
pen if King v. Burwell comes down for
the plaintiffs, many of us think that
would be an absolutely ludicrous legal
result, one that would be a stunning
act of judicial overreach, essentially a
political substitution of the Court for
the legislature. But I want to talk
about a couple case studies and then
turn the floor over to my colleagues.

I have come down and talked about
people from Connecticut. I talked
about Christina, a small business
owner from Stratford; Susie, a two-
time breast cancer survivor from North
Canaan, CT; and Sean and Emilie, two
freelancers from Weston. All of these
people have gotten tax credits through
the Affordable Care Act, and it has al-
lowed them to have a lower tax bill but
also get insurance. Many of them, it
was the first time in their lives or in
recent history that they have been able
to afford insurance. But there are sto-
ries all over the country that are par-
allel to the stories from Connecticut I
have been telling on the floor of the
Senate over the course of the last year.

For instance, there are 832,000 Texans
who are receiving an average tax credit
of $247 a month. If the Supreme Court
strips away these tax credits, those
800,000 people in Texas are going to see
a tax increase of around $3,000. People
like Aurora, a 26-year-old from Hous-
ton, got health insurance coverage
through Texas’s Federal marketplace.
She works at a small nonprofit where
she helps her LGBT peers get the cov-
erage they need. She is saving $1,500 a
year getting insurance she would have
never been able to afford. She says,
quite simply:

I wouldn’t be able to afford my policy oth-
erwise. It has really helped me be able to get
my well person exam and other preventions
screenings that I'd not had in years.

She is one of 832,000 people in Texas
who are going to have their taxes in-
creased, their insurance stolen away.

I am a big New York Giants fan, so I
get to watch a lot of games in which
the Giants are playing in this stadium,
which is, as Cowboy fans know it,
AT&T Stadium. You could fill AT&T
Stadium 10 different times. This is a
huge stadium. People see the giant
jumbotron on the roof of this stadium.
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